Introduction
We are confronted with a particular case of cultural contact in the period of Pope Paul I (757-767): around 758 1 the Pope sent a few books to Pippin the Short, the first Frankish king of the Carolingian dynasty (751-768). The letter which reports this fact provides further information about the content and language: astonishingly, the Latin pope sent as many Greek books as he could find -I assume in Rome, from his or a local library 2 -except for a volume by Dionysius the Areopagite, books that can be classified as the fundamental texts for Greek language learning. More than 70 years before the famous, still extant Areopagite manuscript (Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de France, ms. grec 437) 3 was sent by the Byzantine emperor Michael II in May 827 4 to the emperor Louis the Pious (778-840), one (or more) work(s?) by this author had already been sent to the Frankish court. Hence, with the support of the pope, teaching Greek language (and literature) started some time before the »revival« of Greek in the so-called Carolingian Renaissance of Charlemagne and, remarkably, even the Areopagite manuscript was read and studied long before Hilduin of St. Denis worked on his translation, based on the manuscript recently sent by the Byzantine emperor. But that is not all: these books even included a work by Aristoteles, identification of which has provoked heated debates among modern scholars. These are the crude facts which demand a deeper analysis of why and which Greek books were sent to the North at that time and how this should be interpreted against the cultural background of the respective language skills. Before I focus on the book list, some words on the letter itself and its transmission are necessary.
Transmission of Pope Paul's letter
Our text is included in a famous collection of papal letters, the Codex Carolinus, today housed in the Austrian National Library as codex 449, which has been exhaustively studied; 5 I sum up the essential data as follows: the original codex, possibly the master copy of the Vienna manuscript, was written in 791 by order of Charlemagne and contained all letters from the popes to his grandfather Charles Martel, his father Pippin the Short and to Charlemagne himself. 6 This Charlemagne codex is not preserved, but a later (direct?) copy from the end of the 9th c. is, 7 commissioned and owned by Archbishop Willibert (of Cologne, 870-889).
8
The codex aroused the interest of the Protestants so that some letters were published in the Magdeburg Centuries (appeared in Basel 1559-1574) of Flacius Illyricus; 9 it is deemed probable that the transfer to the imperial library in Vienna goes back to Flacius' Viennese collaborator Caspar of Niedbruck and that the codex was incorporated into the imperial library in the middle of the 16th c. 10 The next sure indication of the codex's presence in Vienna are the corrections by the second prefect of the imperial library, Sebastian Tengnagel, who emended the text in the codex itself (according to classical Latin standards); these purified variants were then adopted by some editors until Philipp Jaffé (and Wilhelm Gundlach) drew on the codex version and banned Tengnagel's emendations. 11 Among others who published parts or the entire corpus, the fifth prefect of the imperial library in Vienna, Petrus Lambeck, intended to include an edition of the letters in his Syntagma rerum germanicarum. No prints of this document collection exist, but the Austrian National Library preserves Lambeck's preparatory work in codex 9774. To sum up: the text of this letter is transmitted in a copy from the end of the 9th c., whose archetype (as a codex) dates back to the end of the 8th c. Starting with Jaffé, the text editors followed the original version in the Vienna codex (and not the emendations of the late humanist scholar Sebastian Tengnagel). However, as regards the punctuation, the editors used the common modern separation of phrase and cola units. This is pivotal in analysing the book list because the editors differ significantly in grouping the items in the list. Some mistakes in the text suggest that this (or, if a manuscript existed between the original and the Vienna copy, already a preceding) scribe was responsible for some changes to the original version.
The text and its editions
I begin my considerations about the books sent to the North with the presentation of the book list as published in the two critical editions as well as with a diplomatic transcription from the manuscript and its punctuation. In addition, the text is presented with the corrections by Sebastian Tengnagel as well. In this part of the codex the scribe almost exclusively uses an interpunct or mid-dot of varying boldness according to the intensity of the break (the smallest dot is used to separate appositions or the parts of series of words); sometimes the interpunct is combined with a separate comma indicating a stronger break. The scribe of the codex never makes use of a comma alone. The commas which appear in the codex were added by the later corrector Tengnagel, who also transformed interpuncts into commas with a dot-like body.
A remark is necessary concerning the punctuation of the manuscript: it is not the original punctuation as witnessed in contemporary charters, 12 but a modified one created during the process of copying the papal letters into the Charlemagne codex. The dots and commas do not reveal the original separation of the text cola, but how the scribe or scholar responsible for the (lost) archetype of the Codex Carolinus structured the text. Nevertheless, we gain insight into the reading of the text in the Codex Carolinus and a hundred years earlier under Charlemagne if the Vienna manuscript represents an identical copy, on which I base my analysis.
Figure 1 : Vienna, Austrian National Library, Cod. 449, f. 36r (part 16 Vienna, Austrian National Library, cod. 449, list: 36r) .
17 The dot after antiphonale is bolder than the other separators, and it seems to be shaped (or re-shaped) like a comma, which the original scribe does not use. It cannot be excluded that the original text may have had a small dot here and that Tengnagel wanted to stress the unit by making the dot a bit bolder and shaping it like a comma.
18 Between i and c the original scribe started in the upper part of the space between the lines with a small hook and led the pen to the middle of the interspace, where he stopped, slightly inclining to the left. In comparison to the letters of this scribe, this shape resembles the upper part of the letter l or-less probable-b. The scribe does not use any abbreviation identical to this shape. He also was not inclined to correct or cancel this half-letter. Maybe he intended to write gramaticalem 19 Again, this dot seems to be the result of Tengnagel's re-shaping like the dot after antiphonale.
20 The shape of this »m« differs slightly from the other ones by this scribe; it seems that the scribe carelessly started to shape the letter and tried to reshape it as the letter »m«, it is the only letter that he placed significantly over the ground line. I will approach the problem through a micro-analysis of the debated passage. The list seems to be divided into three parts: first two liturgical books, then, as a separate unit, the other ones; the »separator« is insimul. At the end of the second unit we get the information that all these books were written in Greek. However, this note refers to feminine nouns (scriptas), the only possible reference word must be artes which is used in the singular for the first item and included in the last feminine words (geometricam, orthografiam, grammaticam) as well. 24 Theoretically, the first unit of the liturgical books may (but, a priori, need not) be included in this omnes note, but modern theological studies back the separation of the two liturgical books into a separate unit, written in Latin.
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The last of the three list parts, separated by the strong conjunction necnon et, is the noteworthy horogium nocturnum which was discussed in detail by Achim Thomas Hack in his monograph about the Codex Carolinus. 26 One would expect here, too, a book, a nocturnale, but in contemporary and earlier sources the word unambiguously refers to a kind of watch, usually operated by means of the sunlight
27
. If this item represents a book list, we expect a liturgical nocturnale to be included in the first part of the list (antiphonale, responsale) and not as an appendix to the artes. Its position at the end of the list and its separation from the Greek unit suggest that this item, if really a book, was not written in Greek. Since it is not added to the theological-liturgical first part of the list and it is named by a term that is not pointed out as differing from the usual meaning »clock«, I am strongly inclined to regard it not as a book, but rather as a further (ordered?) »gift«, and to understand nec non et as a strong separator from the preceding libri units. Areopagite were really sent to Pippin at his request, was he then suddenly so disinterested in the subject that he put them away, leaving local scholars half a century later unable to find the works of the author they started to glorify? A Greek volume is something extraordinary and exclusive in a North European medieval library stock, wherever the codex was put. It is hard to believe that when people began to worship Dionysius such a unique manuscript fell into oblivion or was even already destroyed. Furthermore, it is astonishing that such a text was ordered and did not leave any marks in the contemporary Latin literature until the Byzantine Emperor's gift. It is, rather, the mention of Dionysius Areopagite in this text that must be examined critically, and I want to propose another solution to this problem without assuming that a Dionysius manuscript was ordered and disappeared. To return to the manuscript, the scribe of this letter was obviously not familiar with the name Aristotle (Aristolis instead of Aristotelis), if this word was in fact written in the original letter, but he appears to have had no problems with the name Dionysius Areopagite besides the phonetic variant of ario-instead of areo-(which, however, is also witnessed in other authors starting with Cicero, ad Atticum 1, 16, 5; 5, 11, 6 etc.) . It is also probable that the vowel i is due to an acoustic confusion with or assimilation to the preceding syllable aris(tolis). The opposite seems to have happened with Aristotle: the scribe did not know this author's name and/or obviously was not able to clearly read or understand it in his master copy, but he did not have any alternative homonym name at his disposal which he could use to replace this word. Therefore, he copied what he could read. As regards Ariopagite, I will come back to the problem below and present another solution.
28 If the scribe consequently separated the text by mid-dots, we would expect punctuation here too; it remains speculative why he omitted the mid-dot, but definitely not to represent a unit.
29 Théry, Études Dionysiennes, 2-3. The sequence of the items of the second part of the list and the content is an enigma with regard to the intention behind supplying these books. The list starts and ends with a grammar; in between an orthography is listed. Such books characterise the list as a stock of elementary handbooks for learning Greek. These works make sense if the purpose was the teaching/learning of Greek, fostered by King Pippin -a fact that is witnessed to only by this letter. However, two works absolutely do not match the character of a list of elementary introductions to the language: Dionysius Areopagite and the geometry. To elucidate the problem by a comparable example: if we want to learn Arabic and ask somebody who has access to Arabic books to send us elementary introductions, we will be puzzled by receiving, in addition to a grammar and an orthography, a handbook of mathematics and geometry as well as the works of Naguib Mahfouz, all written in Arabic.
I want to focus first on the geometry: a possible solution to explain its place in this series of elementary school books emerges if we simply separate the first syllable geo and get metricam, which is part of the grammar and trivium basics 30 : uox articulata, littera, syllaba, pedes, accentus, positurae, notae, orthographia, analogia, etymologia, glossae, differentiae, barbarismi, soloecismi, uitia, metaplasmi, schemata, tropi, prosa, metra, fabulae, historiae. 31 The oldest extant originals date from 788 and 828, see above n. 12. As outlined in our example of learning Arabic, Dionysius Ariopagite too does not match this series of works, but only the topographic surname; the »first name« Dionysii makes good sense in this list if we interpret him as the famous Greek grammarian Dionysius Thrax (2nd c. BC) whose techne grammatike became a standard schoolbook of Greek grammar (with a considerable manuscript tradition and several comments 34 ). If I am right in my approach to the problematic words, the »inappropriate« Ariopagitis needs an explanation. In the list the name Ariopagitis is declined like a word in the third declension instead of the Latinised genitive ending -gitae (for Greek -ίτης nom., -ίτου gen.), the usual genitive ending (or -gite) in mediaeval Latin texts; the name is well known from the passage in the Acts of the Apostles (17, 34: quidam vero viri 
adherentes ei crediderunt in quibus et Dionisius Ariopagita et mulier nomine Damaris et alii cum eis).
It is striking enough that in this list, where the case endings are correct, only the problematic Ariopagitis ends in a »wrong« case. We could interpret it as assonance to the previously mentioned Aristolis, but another solution seems to be more convincing: Ariopagitis may rather be the form of the Greek nominative Ἀρεοπαγίτης/Areopagitis (Ario-instead of Areo-as a linguistic variation) by spelling the Greek ending -ης/ês/ as an iotacistic -is). However, I already pointed out that a nominative does not fit the list of accusative nouns, but it could have been taken into the text from an original marginal or supralinear note to Dionysii whom I identify as Dionysius Thrax. This Thracian Dionysius was surely unknown to the Franks, so that somebody noted in the margin or over the word his presumed identification with Dionysius Areopagite. As an additional note the case need not be adapted to the accusative endings in the text, it was sufficient to explain the name in the nominative case. However, if a reader/commenter added the toponymical attribute in the Greek nominative, this could only happen after the Franks had become familiar with the Greek name, in other words after his worship was fostered by Hilduin and the Franks got the Greek codex in the embassy of 827. 35 At that time, a scholarly reader / commenter may easily be misled and identify the recently glorified Dionysius with the Dionysius of the list. To sum up our solution of the Dionysius problem: the original papal letter did not contain Ariopagitis, but it was added in the Codex Carolinus by a later annotator after about 827 CE. Two further items in the book list need explanations: Aristotle and the orthography. As just outlined, some researchers tried to solve the Aristotle problem (i.e. a grammar by Aristotle, not witnessed in any source) by separating the unit artem gramaticam Aristolis into an ars grammatica and one (or more) book(s) by Aristotle of whatever content and relating the genitive with the preceding introducing libros -after some items in the accusative. A quick look at items listed in medieval library catalogues 36 does not contribute to a solution in our case: either liber, expositio (or whatever kind of literature is meant) is added to the author's name (in the genitive) or the author alone is listed in a non-genitive case. In the critical edition above, it is suggested that the scribe was slightly hesitant in writing gramaticam: after i he seems to have started with a letter in the upper interlinear space. This may be interpreted as a scribal error corrected in scribendo, or he really read something else in the master copy and transformed the word into a common term. Adhering to the punctuation of the Vienna manuscript, I approach the question from the other side, i.e. the author and a work that can be linked to the attribute »gram(m)aticus« or »gram(m)aticalis«, possibly in a broader sense. Jean Irigoin was inclined to understand artem gramaticam Aristolis as a real work by Aristotle that is to be counted among basic schoolbooks, ars rhetorica. 37 But it is rather unlikely that a Latin student wanted to start learning Greek with an introduction to rhetoric, he had Latin ones which were adapted to his language. Furthermore, the interest of the Frankish king was undoubtedly not directed towards Greek literary production, a point I will come back to below when I will discuss the reason for Pippin's interest. A suggestion that combines basic schoolbooks and some linguistic content is Aristotle's De interpretatione or even the more philosophical Categoriae about correct ontological distinctions (but the work already existed in Latin through the translations of Pseudo-Augustinus and Boethius
38
). De interpretatione fits the list of works insofar as the works treat the fundaments of language, although the text itself challenges a medieval as well as a modern reader, despite its brevity. But Boethius' translation and its reception witness that this text actually attracted the interest of Western scholars
39
. Admittedly, it is more than an introduction to the language, but it provides the means to correctly use the linguistic basics and it really belonged to the basics in Greek (higher) education, which is convincingly documented by nearly 90 manuscripts from the Byzantine period 40 . Nevertheless, even the advocates of separating the ars gramatica from Aristotle must find a work or corpus that will match the needs of Frankish »students« of the Greek language. Our proposal tries to respect the kommata distribution in the Aristotle unit as transmitted in the codex.
A further argument to strengthen the proposed one list item of the author's name and his work is the order of the list itself. If the Pope did not arrange the list of Graeca randomly, he must have followed a system; it might be to start with works whose authors were worth mentioning and to continue with more or less anonymous works. If we separate the name Aristotle from the work ars gramatica, we face another problem: why did the Pope not combine the two grammars and instead both start and end his list with a grammar? In that order, the list gives a chaotic impression.
The orthography which is listed without a name may be identified with the most popular schoolbook of this content, Herodian's De orthographia (ca. 180-250 AD) or rather a compilation; subsequent grammarians abridged (or excerpted from) his work and created new handbooks, among them, for example, John Philoponus (6th c.) or John Charax (6th c.). However, only fragments of all these works exist. As far as I am aware, one question was never raised in the scholarly discussion: were the Greek Libri separate physical book units (codices) or did one codex (maybe two codices) comprise them all? The question is certainly justified if we consider that the short works by Dionysius Thrax, Aristotle's De interpretatione, and the metrical handbook will be rather a soft introduction than a detailed study 42 because the latter would have created great problems as it is based on quotations from classical Greek literature a Frankish beginner could not understand. 43 Hence, these apparent basic schoolbooks are to be interpreted not as a collection of codices, but rather as a comprehensive introduction to the Greek language containing some texts of various content in one codex. In this regard we have to query the »large selection of Greek manuscripts« sent to Pippin III as scholars have interpreted the passage to date.
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A codex of collected works consequently leads to a new interpretation of a much debated phrase in the letter: if the second part of the list, the »Greek« section, was indeed only one comprehensive Greek introductory codex (or two), »direximus … libros, quantos reperire potuimus« appears in a new light: it cannot mean that the Pope sent as many codices as he could find, but »copies of as many books as we could find« and sent them [in one codex, or two]. Hence, it seems that these books were copied in Rome and that the master copies remained there -which is easier to believe than that the Pope emptied »his« or any other library in Rome.
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But it is striking that just one of the most important books for beginners of a new language is missing: a glossary. Moreover, all these introductions are not basics for Latin speakers to learn Greek with a Latin introduction, but with a text in the target language. Automatically, the question arises of how such texts could be understood by beginners. If we come back to our example of learning Arabic, nobody could profit from an Arabic introduction to the language. If this delivery is to make any sense -and was requested by the King himself, as I will show in the next paragraph -the Greek books are not used to initiate learning Greek, but continue what existed already, on whatever level.
The book list in the context of the letter
The letter whose embolum ends with this book list (and a clock?) does not explain why these codices were sent to Pippin, i.e. if they were ordered or sent on somebody's initiative. Therefore scholars have argued for and against a request from the King, and the provenience of these Greek manuscripts which were at the Pope's disposal was also controversially discussed. 46 of our knowledge, absolute certainty cannot be attained, only a hypothetical approach. Never theless, the interpretations did not take into account the adverb that links the list to the preceding sentence: itaque. In the conspectus of the editions above it is highlighted that Sebastian Tengnagel tried to emend the adverb by replacing it with etiam. The recent German translation solved the problem by simply dismissing this adverb.
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The immediately preceding chapter of the embolum deals with an earlier letter from King Pippin to the Pope, requesting the latter to grant the titulus protectoris vestri, beati Christi martyris Chrysogoni cum omnibus sibi pertinentibus (= the Church S. Crisogono in Rome, Trastevere) to the papal envoy, the presbyter Marinus 48 (quatenus … concedere deberemus).
The Pope was asked to send a respective praeceptum to the King, complied with his request and sent the praeceptum together with the envoy of this letter to the King. Consequently, Marinus must have received the titulus and the benefices of this sinecure. In the same letter itaque is used twice and here its meaning is causal as well as consecutive: 1) due to the King's commitment to the church the Pope encourages him to stick to the request of his predecessor, Pope Stephen II (peto itaque et deprecor te …
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). 2) At the end of the letter itaque introduces the salutatio after having praised the King's promise to St. Peter: salutant itaque communem excellentiae vestrae christianitatem cuncti sacerdotes et clerus istius sacrosanctae catholicae et apostolicae Romanae ecclesiae … . 50 The adverb itaque causally links the salutatio to the King's honourable sincerity as well. In other words, the drafter of the letter intentionally employed the adverb to express a consequence from a preceding sentence or chapter. However, no matter which way you look at it, it is impossible to link the book list to the preceding chapter about the grant of the titulus Chrysogoni so that itaque would make any sense. Neither the alia epistola with Pippin's request nor the Pope's concession refer to the book list in any way so that a causal-consecutive consequence can be derived. But a look at the manuscript may provide a possible solution to this enigma: the sentence direximus itaque starts on a new page (f. 36r) after the words (of the first part of the embolum) … per arum (sic; sc. litterarum) latorem direximus eximien| 36r tati (sic) vestrae deportandum (sc. praeceptum) . 51 After deportandum a bold mid-dot is placed to stress the end of the sentence. We are surely right to assume that the scribe read his master copy in units he could memorise well; generally, such units will correspond to phrases or syntactical-logical cola (membra). Without any doubt, he started a new unit with direximus itaque, but meanwhile his writing position has slightly changed as he began to write on the right page (recto) of the open codex.
When he then turned back to his master copy he possibly failed to continue exactly at the end of the unit he had last read and slipped to the end of the following unit, which was marked by a bold dot as well (a homoioteleuton could have caused such an aberration as well). The result is that the Vindobonensis omits a sentence which logically connects the titulus Chrysogoni paragraph to the book list so that itaque makes sense in its usual meaning, i.e. expressing a causal consequence. The omitted sentence must have contained an additional request for books the King asked the Pope to send.
If we accept such an omission, it will help to interpret the text from three aspects: 1) the sequence of the sentences in the Vindobonensis is somehow awkward due to the immediate repetition of direximus: direximus eximie{n}tati vestrae deportandum. Direximus itaque excellentissime pracellentiae vestrae …;
2) itaque would match the logical sequence of the text if a clarifying sentence introduces the book list with reference to the request from the King (in the same alia epistola?);
3) libros, quantos reperire potuimus needs an explanation, because from this phrase one gets the impression that the Pope sent all the books he could find (in his library?). The question automatically arises: a quantity of what? An introductory sentence might therefore have concretised the requested books; for the second »Greek« list unit we assume something like »basic Greek literature« or »elementary Greek books«. Raymond-Joseph Loenertz already advocated a »liste des ›desiderata‹ envoyée par Pépin« in his article about the start of the worship of Dionysius Areopagite by the Franks.
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Another solution to heal the text -though in my opinion less convincing -is the emendation of the particle itaque. Looking for a resembling or similarly sounding word (at least in one syllable) that might have confused a scribe, we come upon item. Tengnagel's reading already went in this direction when he annotated itaque with his etiam. Item would link the direximus of this sentence to the preceding one, meaning »we also sent as many books … to your excellency as well (as you getting the praeceptum)«. Besides the word order direximus item 53 and the arguments mentioned above, based on which I rather incline towards the omission of a clarifying sentence, two critical points remain: item and et (libros) are somehow redundant. With this emendation, we get rid of the causal consequence, but the list still follows the praeceptum without any obvious connection. The praeceptum is well explained, the list by no means. 52 Loenertz, Légende, 236 (repr.: 181) ; see also Hack, Codex Carolinus, 2, 832. 53 In this word order the object of comparison is the King, excellentissimae praecellentiae vestrae. But why should the fact of sending some gifts of books to the King be stressed in this way? To whom else should the Pope send the books with his envoy? item would rather make sense if another person was addressed before, but it is to the Kingthat the praeceptum is handed over. Greek books: palaeography, codicology, and the target user To elucidate the problem of reading a Greek manuscript that was addressed above, we have to consider what it meant for a contemporary reader to use a Greek manuscript. In the 8th c. the texts were still written in majuscule letters; 54 of the different majuscule scripts used at that time the text was very probably written in the usual script for non-theological texts, in the so called maiuscola ogivale (inclinata or diritta) 55 -unless Rome at that time preferred another majuscule (since I assume that it was here the works were copied). The thinner and bolder parts of the similarly shaped letters easily cause confusion if somebody is not experienced in the language. Even more problematic is the text layout itself: Greek texts at that time were written in scriptura continua without spaces between the words, they were neither accentuated or marked with a spiritus nor distributed in reading units by punctuation. Reading was a process that needed educated and trained lectors. From the text itself, one does not get any support in how to group the words; adverbial particles help to provide a rough structure for the sentences to some degree, but nothing more. Furthermore, changes in the spelling of some consonants and vowels left their traces in orthographic variations. In other words: to read a Greek text from a manuscript and to understand it, meant already having basic knowledge and experience of the language. This leads us back to the point I addressed above: the target audience of the works. We may sum up the data as follows: the user of the Greek books had already been introduced to the language, at least to the basics, and could read a text in scriptura continua without accents and punctuation; he obviously had a glossary or some kind of dictionary to understand the Greek words. Via the King, he asked for some basic Greek texts. Such a profile points to somebody who knew Greek at whatever level and had an audience of interested students. However, I have to underline -at least at the present stage of research -that we do not know how far back in the preceding period this interest reached. New results are to be expected from the recently intensified and amended research on bilingual palimpsests, in our case with a lower Greek script. The main sources have already been addressed by Walter Berschin in his study about Greek letters in the Latin Middle Ages. 56 With this opus magistrale the door was opened to more intensive research about the influence of Greek in the West. A very promising path was the study by Bernice M. Kaczynski on a group of Carolingian Latin manuscripts in St. Gall and their traces of Greek language. 57 An examination of all Merovingian and early Carolingian manuscripts with regard to Greek script traces -including probationes pennae on the endpaper or in the codex margins, Greek words used by Latin authors in their texts and how scribes copied them or particular texts like Greek alphabets, word lists etc. -will complete our image of the knowledge at that time, a task that has yet to be undertaken. 54 Whether the books were taken from an existing collection or copied anew for the King, in both cases the script was a majuscule. 
Why learn Greek in the Frankish kingdom?
If our argumentation is right, this list confronts us with the intention of the Frankish king to be supported by the Pope in teaching some Franks Greek or at least having some Franks at his disposal who could understand Greek. Was Greek in the Western region, and in the Frankish kingdom in particular, so important that a king needed some bilingual experts, as the King's request seems to suggest? Unfortunately, this and other texts from that time provide no information about the background of such a »cultural innovation«. However, with regard to the need for this language supplement at least two areas of interest can be put forward: diplomatic contact with the Byzantine emperor and Greek literature that was of any interest.
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As regards the diplomatic aspect, with Pippin the Franks entered the official stage of the western rulers that were addressed by the Byzantine emperor. According to the Regesten des Oströmischen Reiches, a first delegation to Pippin is witnessed for 756 59 in connection with the Ravenna matter and the restitution of the city to the Byzantine emperor. The next delegation followed in 757, 60 then in 763 61 and 765/66 62 . The envoys always handed over a letter from the Byzantine emperor, but at that time the imperial chancery had long changed the language of the official documents from Latin to Greek (the turning point is around the end of the 6th and the beginning of the 7th c.). 63 The Greek documents were not accompanied by a Latin translation (at the Byzantine court) -the chancery in Constantinople did not start issuing bilingual letters until the late 9th c. (after the first preserved original document for the West, the »imperial letter of St Denis«, 64 for the Latin West maybe even some time later).
The addressee was responsible for the translation of the text. A northern ruler without any Greek infrastructure might have been supported by a bilingual Italian translator who joined the imperial embassy (for example by order of the pope). We are not informed as to whether the imperial delegation offered a translation service to the addressee or if the addressee preferred to draw on his own or at least western translators to avoid »manipulations«. It would make sense that the king of a new dynasty wanted to create his own (loyal) translator(s). The second area which might have triggered some interest in the Greek language is the need to gain access to topics that are discussed in Greek and roused the interest of Frankish learned men. The best example is the Dionysius Areopagite translation about half a century later, a situational interest. In the Latin theological literature one is confronted with the need for some basic Greek knowledge, for example by reading the patristic authors Jerome or Augustine. Both make use of Greek terms in their commentaries on the Bible, which became the basics for medieval exegesis. A particular case is a chronological handbook I will 58 See also Schreiner, Begegnung; Schreiner, Zur griechischen Schrift (repr. in: Schreiner, . 59 Dölger, et al., Regesten 1, 1, Reg. 318. 60 Dölger, et al., Regesten, 1, 1, Reg. 320 61 Dölger, et al., Regesten, 1, 1, Reg. 322 62 Dölger, et al., Regesten, 1, 1, Reg. 325 63 See Gastgeber, Lateinische »Übersetzungsabteilung« 1, LX-LXXV. 64 Dölger, et al., Regesten, 1, 1, Reg. 413 , in the revised second edition the letter is dated to May 427 according to a recent discussion in McCormick, La lettre diplomatique. This cannot be accepted as the final date beyond any doubt. Unfortunately, the editors did not explain why they believe this dating rather than other proposals, a. o. in the 40s. To illustrate the need for Greek basics in order to read patristic commentaries, I want to rely on two 8th c. manuscripts with commentaries by Jerome, both written in the monastery of St. Peter of Corbie and containing the Liber quaestionum hebraicarum in Genesim: Paris, BnF, ms. lat. 13347 and 13348 65 . In explaining the meaning of the passages Jerome also quotes Greek versions and inserts Graeca in Greek script, knowledge of which he could expect from his audience -but not in later times. : Paris, BnF, ms. lat. 13347, f. 4v (reproduction Figures 3a and 3b : Paris, BnF, ms. lat. 13348, ff. 25r, 40v (reproduction Lagarde, 39, 63, l. 1]) To pick out the Graeca
Figures 2a and 2b
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, it is evident that the inserted words followed a tradition of scribal errors, resulting from a lack of knowledge; the copies are products of the same monastery that was to become the leading institution for transmitting Greek texts to the Franks.
Greek at the early Frankish court
We can find traces of approaches to or even very active practising of Greek even before the new wave of learning Greek became part of the so called Carolingian Renaissance. ; again, the translation is located in the monastery of Corbie. 77 From his results it appears that the Aratus latinus as a »pre-Carolingian« and post-Excerpta translation must be dated around the last third of the 8th c. Hence, we come to a time of about 10-20 years after our letter. It is tempting to link one fact to the other, but we cannot be sure that Pippin really intended to strengthen a »Greek translation division« in Corbie. Nevertheless, Corbie was one of the few northern French monasteries which received the grant of immunity from Pippin (762) and Charlemagne (769) The panorama of an increasing interest in Greek as outlined above is furthermore witnessed by a bilingual manuscript of the Epistles of Paul (Paris, BnF, ms. gr. 107, from the second half of the 8th c., also written at the monastery of St. Peter in Corbie, 83 At the end of the manuscript two different scribes made use of the free space on ff. 216r-217r to add three Greek liturgical texts (scribe 1: f. 216rv Gloria, Magnificat; scribe 2, a bit better trained: f. 217rv Benedictus). But this part cannot be precisely dated as these unpractised scribes used an ink differing from the preceding Latin text and their timeless majuscule script reveals no hints for dating. To summarise, the interest in Greek at that time is not comparable to modern language learning, i.e. to communicate in the learned language (and to be able to read any kind of texts in this language). The Frankish Greek students were interested in a selection of Greek texts and they realised that Greek was somehow necessary to understand the tradition of their own patristic -and classical, as far as they began to read pagan Latin authors -literature with quotations of Greek words and phrases. That some medieval scholars capable of using Greek 80 This author is mentioned with regard to the letter from Pope Paul I to Pippin III; see n. 44. wanted to excel with their exclusive competence and so provoked others to emulation, even an ostensive rather than real knowledge, is another aspect that naturally occurs in a society with gifted scholars. On the other hand, learning Greek was not promoted by the Byzantine emperor; Greek had no chance of becoming the lingua franca or of ousting Latin in the West. As regards the importance of envoys as cultural brokers, this letter is a good example of how cultural export was executed, in this case by opening a path for the Franks to get acquainted with Greek and the respective literature. We must not be surprised that the Latin pope takes over this role of the Greco-Latin mediator. Rome looks back on a tradition of high Greek culture with a series of popes of Greek origin. 85 However, it must be stressed that it was not the Byzantine court, which supported Pippin or vice versa, that Pippin asked to supply basic texts of the Greek language; his commitment to Greek is completely directed towards Rome without involving Byzantium. 
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